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Your Keys to Financial Success
Ms. Pomering examines the reasons
why CPA-owned advisory practices are
consistently underperforming their peers and
provides advice on how your financial data
should reveal where there may be opportunity
to improve.
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Itemizing Deductions: Add Sales
Tax to the List
Mr. Massey discusses the history and impact
of the choice between deducting state and
local income taxes and sales taxes.
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Family Limited Partnerships: Go
Forward and Prosper, But Watch
Your Step! (Part 2 of 2)
In the second installment of this two-part
series, Mr. Abraham outlines the potential pit
falls associated with FLPs and provides
advice on how to avoid them.

7

Revised Uniform State Trust
Laws: The Role of the
Accountant
Mr. Goldberg cautions CPAs about the poten
tial for conflicts of interest and ethics viola
tions in light of changes to state trust laws in
several jurisdictions.

Much has been written about the opportunities for CPAs in the delivery of financial advice,
whether it is CPA firms creating a financial advisory division, CPAs hiring individual planning
and investment professionals, or CPAs becoming wealth managers themselves. Half of all CPA
firms in the United States offer financial services and/or products to their clients. All of the 100
largest accounting firms do, and they name financial planning as their primary growth niche. In
the AICPA's Vision 2011 project, CPAs considered financial planning one of the top five services
most important in enhancing their practices.
Given the significant attention and the apparent focus on this opportunity, combined with the
numerous studies listing CPAs as the most trusted advisors to clients, we would expect to see
flourishing CPA practices, yet we find that CPA-owned advisory practices are consistently
underperforming their peers.

How CPA Advisory Firms Are Performing
When we look at advisory practices with more than one professional/advisor, which we term
"ensemble" firms, we would expect to see the CPA-affiliated firms among the elite firms in the
industry. Why? CPA firms have several advantages in this space: they likely already have
high-quality wealthy clients; they have established relationships with individuals who trust and
respect them; they have the benefit of professional expertise and the ability to deliver a com
prehensive service offering; and they have already built the business infrastructure which
should lead to some economies of scale. It is estimated that every $1 million of billings in an
accounting/CPA firm represents a potential $100 million in investable assets, so the opportunity
is huge. However, the results in practice are not what we would expect or hope to see.
In terms of revenue, operating profit, and income per owner (which includes base salary, incen
tive pay, and ownership distributions on a per-partner basis) CPA firms are underperforming
their top 25% (elite) ensemble peers. Even though CPA-affiliated firms have more assets under
management (AUM) per advisory client, they have not translated these assets into as much
revenue or profitability. What's getting in their way?

Challenges for CPA Advisory Firms
We would like to see top-performing advisory firms
— which we believe all CPA advisory firms should
be — managing their business to profitability mar
gins that look like this (as described in detail later):
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Revenue

100%

-Direct Expense

-40%

Gross Profit

=60%

-Overhead Expense

-35%

Operating Profit

=25%
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There are a number of reasons CPA advisory
firms are not achieving this level of financial
performance.

1. Untapped opportunity. The fact that CPA
firms' gross profit margins are consistent
ly below those of their elite peers results
from two issues: productivity and pricing.
We've found that the professionals (advi
sors and business developers) in the CPA
advisory firms underperform their peers in
terms of the clients, assets, and revenue
for which they are responsible.

Revenue is not growing as quickly as it
should, given the size of the opportunity
and the capacity many firms have created,
for a number of reasons. Referrals typically
are not flowing from the CPA partners to
the advisors as freely as they should be,
and the advisors or advisory division fre
quently has difficulty integrating their serv
ices. Many advisory divisions of CPA firms
also rely too heavily on the CPA client base
rather than developing a proactive market
ing strategy. Oftentimes the assumptions
and the reality are not one and the same.

Andrew Gluck
Advisor Products Inc.
Syosset, New York

Assumptions

Randi K. Grant
Berkowitz, Dick, Pollack &
Brant CPAs, LLP
Miami, Florida

•Clients will trust the CPA
recommendations

Monte Kane
Kane and Company, PA.
Miami, Florida

•Wealthy CPA client base

$100 in assets for every
$1 in accounting revenue
Immediate profitability

Nadine Gordon Lee
Prosper Advisors LLC
Armonk, New York
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Additionally, we find that the client rela
tionships are less productive in CPA advi
sory firms than in elite ensembles in terms
of the revenue they generate. This occurs
despite the fact that, on average, CPA
clients have more AUM on a per client
basis than the typical ensemble firm's
clients, leading us to our next observation.

2. Pricing problems. The second issue we
consider is pricing. The average fees are
lower in CPA advisory firms than at their
elite ensemble peers. In fact, average pric

ing is 21 basis points below the industry
average. This is even more pronounced for
the wealthiest clients, where the average
fee is nearly half that of other practices.
CPAs understand practice economics pret
ty well, so what is happening here? We
have observed that:

• The CPA culture regarding fees tends to
be much more conservative. CPAs tend
to approach pricing from a cost rather
than a value perspective, and pricing is
typically driven by an hourly pricing
model. In the advisory realm, this will
reduce fees for two reasons: (1) under
standing of how many hours it takes to
provide financial advice is still in its
infancy and tends to be underestimated;
and (2) demand for financial advice cur
rently outweighs supply, so the value is
actually higher than a simple cost analy
sis would imply.
• CPAs may be insecure about the quality
of financial advice being offered. They
may not know the advisors well, and
because standards for the industry are

Realities
Business owners may
not have liquidity

CPAs may not be seen by the
client as investment experts

Many CPA partners are reluctant
or opposed to referring clients

Lack of integration and
proactive strategy
still in development, it may be difficult to
quantify the superiority of the firm offer
ing over the typical competitor's offer
ing. There may also be a lack of under
standing on how to compare accounting
and tax services to financial advisory
services, and price them accordingly.

• There is a lack of comprehensive indus
try data on fee levels, so CPAs may be
unaware of the market price/value of the
services being offered.

Continued on next page
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3. High overhead. The real issue here is vol
ume, and the fact that most CPA advisory
firms have not yet reached critical mass.
Like every advisory firm in the industry, CPA
advisory firms will find that practice size has
a direct impact on the economic success of
the practice, with true economic leverage
not being realized until the business is over
$5 million of revenue.
Data consistently show that size influences
profitability of advisory practices in both dol
lar and percentage terms. The benefits
of meeting the productivity and pricing chal
lenges described above go well beyond rev
enue growth. They also accelerate the firm's
ability to reach critical mass, or the point at
which advisory firms begin experiencing
economies of scale.

• The elite practices are running their busi
nesses so well that they achieve the
optimal overhead expense ratio of 35%
once they hit $2 million in revenue.
• The typical practice hits the optimal mark
much later, at about $5 million in revenue.
Thus, the pricing and production problems
not only affect the top line, they also
impede dollars from reaching the bottom
line. Because the typical CPA advisory firm
client is larger and has more complex
issues that require more attention, these
firms typically have more support and
administrative staff, which translates to
higher overhead expenses. But as dis
cussed earlier, revenue is too low to ade
quately cover these expenses, due to pro
ductivity and pricing issues. Inefficient
processes and/or lack of operational expe
rience can further exacerbate the issue.

Opportunities Abound
Don't give up hope! There are a number of
CPA advisory firms that have overcome these
productivity, pricing, and overhead issues and
have gone on to create flourishing practices
that consistently outperform the elite ensem
ble firms. Your financial data should reveal
how you are performing and where there may
be opportunity to improve.

(base and performance-based incentive pay,
for any individuals who bring in clients
and/or provide advice to clients, including
partners'/owners' salaries if they are in a
business development or client advisor role).

A number of
CPA advisory

Overhead expense: All other expenses
required to run the business, including sup
port staff, management staff, and administra
tive staff salaries; benefits; rent and office
expenses; marketing expenses, and so on.

firms...have
gone on to cre
ate flourishing

practices that
The gross profit margin (gross profit/revenue)
is the margin you need to evaluate against
the benchmarks and monitor over time to
evaluate your productivity, pricing, product
and service mix, and client mix. You should
also compare your operating profit margin
(operating profit/revenue) against the
benchmarks and over time to evaluate your
expense control and the efficiency of your
infrastructure. This is what remains to fund
future growth, distribute a firm-based incen
tive, and pay a return to owners. •

consistently

outperform the

elite ensemble
firms.

Itemizing Deductions:
Add Sales Tax to the List
BART MASSEY, CPA,
is a senior tax manager in the
Washington National Tax Office of

Deloitte Tax LLP. He is primarily
responsible for monitoring and report
ing on tax, legislative, and regulatory
issues of interest to the firm's high

wealth clients, including develop
ments in the areas of individual
income tax, employee benefits tax,

and estate and gift taxes. Mr.
Massey regularly contributes to the
firm's annual tax planning guide for

individual clients and provides analy
ses of legislative proposals to the

national press. You can contact him
by e-mail at bmassey@deloitte.com.

Bart Massey, CPA

For many years, individuals who itemize have
taken a deduction for state and local income
taxes paid during the year, as well as for real
estate and personal property taxes. Before
1987, individuals could also deduct an amount
for sales tax. However, Congress repealed the
sales tax deduction as part of the Tax Reform
Act of 1986. With that legislation, Congress
generally eliminated a broad range of deduc
tions so that tax rates could be flattened while
simultaneously widening the tax base.
Now almost twenty years later, Congress con
cluded that a disparity existed among taxpayers
—those residing in states that rely primarily on
state income tax revenues versus those resid
ing in the handful of states without state
income taxes. Residents living in the latter
could not deduct their similar share of state
taxes paid, regardless of the type of tax struc
ture that imposed it.

In October last year, Congress addressed this
inequity by adopting a provision that allows the
deduction of state and local general sales tax
during calendar years 2004 and 2005. That pro
vision became law as part of the American
Jobs Creation Act of 2004, which the President
signed on October 22, 2004.

Choosing Income or
Sales Tax
Under the new law, individuals can choose
between deducting their state and local income
taxes or their state and local general sales
taxes. They cannot, however, take deductions
for both income and sales tax paid in the same
year, as was allowed before 1987.

Determining the Deduction
Individuals determine the deductible sales tax
by using one of two methods. One may calcu
late the actual amount of sales tax paid during
the year by totaling the general sales tax paid,
as indicated by actual receipts, or the individual
can use optional state sales tax tables issued
by the IRS (IRS Publication 600, Optional State
Sales Tax Tables).
If a taxpayer chooses to use the state sales tax
tables, he or she may add to the table amount
PFP PLANNER — May/June 2005

local sales tax applied at a general rate, and
general state and local sales tax paid on specif
ic items. Allowable taxes paid on specific items
include those paid on the purchases of aircrafts,
boats, homes (including mobile and prefabricat
ed), cars, motorcycles, motor homes, recre
ational vehicles, sport-utility vehicles, trucks,
vans, and off-road vehicles. Tax paid on a
leased automobile may also be included. If
sales tax paid on these specific items exceeds
the general sales tax rate, only the amount up
to the general amount may be deducted.
The IRS will also generally allow deductions for
"compensating use taxes." This is a tax levied
on the use, storage, or consumption of an item.
For the tax to qualify, the imposition of the com
pensating tax must be analogous to a sales tax
imposed on the same item sold at retail in
another tax jurisdiction.

What Is Not Deductible?
Individuals may not include the sales tax paid
on the purchase of items used in a trade or
business, and regardless of the method used
(actual receipts or the optional table amount),
they may not deduct more than the tax
imposed at the "general sales tax rate." This
term means "a tax imposed at one rate with
respect to the sale at retail of a broad range of
classes of items." A reduced rate on specific
items, such as food, clothing, medical supplies,
or motor vehicles is ignored in determining the
"general sales tax rate."

Using the Tables
General sales tax amounts found in the IRS
tables are based on a taxpayer's "total available
income" and the number of personal exemp
tions claimed on the taxpayer's return. Total
available income is a taxpayer's adjusted gross
income plus nontaxable income. This would
include tax-exempt interest, veteran's benefits,
nontaxable combat pay, worker's compensa
tion, nontaxable portions of Social Security,
public assistance payments, and nontaxable
IRA, pension, or annuity distributions (with the
exception of rollover amounts).
If an individual moved during the year and lived
in more than one state, the taxpayer should proContinued on next page

rate the annual sales tax amount from the
respective states on the basis of the number of
days lived in each state. When determining
their deductible local sales tax, taxpayers must
also reflect changes made to the rate during the
year. In this case, individuals will use a prorated
amount reflective of the number of days each
rate applied during the year.
Residents of Alaska should note that while the
IRS did not include a table for that state in
Publication 600 (because the state does not
impose a state sales tax), it did later issue
Publication 600A in February 2005, which
includes a table that Alaska residents can use
to calculate local sales tax.
Additional information on the application of the
sales tax deduction may be found in IRS Notice
2005-31, which the IRS issued in March 2005.
In the Notice, the IRS clarifies the treatment for
married taxpayers who file a joint return but live
in different states, and married taxpayers who
file separate returns.

Alternative Minimum Tax
Some taxpayers and practitioners have ques
tioned whether the sales tax deduction is an

addback for calculation of the alternative mini
mum tax (AMT). The new law does not literally
amend Internal Revenue Code section 164(a),
which section 55(b) specifically references as
the list of taxes that must be added back for
AMT purposes. However, the new law says
section 164 (which governs only the deduction
of taxes for regular tax purposes) must be
applied as if sales tax were included in that list.
Although some may believe that the statute
does not clearly address the issue, the IRS has
included the sales tax deduction as an addback
on the 2004 IRS Form 6251.

may believe
that the statute

does not clearly
address the

issue, the IRS
has included

the sales tax

deduction as an

This temporary change in the law will be of
most interest to residents of states that have no
personal income tax. These states are Alaska,
Florida, Nevada, South Dakota, Texas,
Washington, and Wyoming. In addition, New
Hampshire and Tennessee tax only dividends.

addback on the
2004 IRS Form
6251.

This article does not constitute tax, legal, or
other advice from Deloitte Tax LLP, which
assumes no responsibility with respect to
assessing or advising the reader as to tax,
legal, or other consequences arising from
the reader's particular situation. •

Mel H. Abraham, CPA/ABV, CVA, ASA

• Substance versus form doctrine;

Editor's note: In the most recent edition of
Planner, Mr. Abraham provided background
on the technicalities and benefits of family
limited partnerships. In this second install
ment of his two-part series, Mr. Abraham
cautions practitioners about certain IRS
attacks against FLP structures.

• Step transaction doctrine;

• Sham transaction doctrine;
• Gift on formation; and

• Internal Revenue Code sections 2701;
2703, and 2704.

Family limited partnerships (FLPs) have
been riddled with controversy and have
lacked definitive guidance from the courts.
Accordingly, advisors have been leery of
using them for fear that the IRS would
disallow the transactions. The IRS has
openly attacked the FLP structures at various
levels, including:

Although some

Who benefits most?

Family Limited Partnerships: Go Forward
and Prosper, But Watch Your Step!
[Part 2 of 2]

What Are the Issues
and Considerations?

"

In fact, the IRS has issued almost a dozen
related Private Letter Rulings on the use of
FLPs since 1996. Fortunately, there have
been numerous decisions from the courts on
FLP matters that provide guidance on struc
turing, operating, and documenting FLPs.

MEL H. ABRAHAM,
CPA/ABV, CVA, ASA,

is an

author, nationally recognized award
winning speaker, and forensic expert

witness in business financial issues.
He provides strategies in risk man
agement, threat management, and

self-protection to clients across the
country. He is consulted regularly and

responsible for a variety of valuation
engagements. Mr. Abraham can be
reached at 805-578-1515 or e-mailed
at mel@melabraham.com.

Case Law
Initial taxpayer attempts at having these
issues resolved came in the Schauerhamer

Continued on next page
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vs. Commissioner - May 28, 1997, T.C.
Memo 1997-242 and White vs.
Commissioner - Docket 14412-97 cases.
The taxpayer in Schauerhamer lost on an
issue unrelated to the key arguments associ
ated with the IRS's FLP attacks. In this case,
three specific FLPs were established to hold
various real estate and other assets. In late
November of 1990, the decedent was diag
nosed with colon cancer. On December 31,
1990 three family partnerships were set up,
one for each of three children. Certificates of
limited partnership were not filed until May
13, 1991. All of the partnerships established
entity bank accounts, but the matriarch of
the family continued to receive and pay all
income and expenses from her personal
accounts. As such, it was deemed that the
gifted interests in the FLPs were not com
pleted gifts under IRC section 2036.
The court indicated that "retained enjoyment"
may have existed between the donor and
donees:
Retained enjoyment may exist where there is
an express or implied understanding at the
time of the transfer that the transferor will
retain the economic benefits of the property.
Where a decedent's relationship to transferred
assets remains the same after as it was before
the transfer, IRC Section 2036(a)(1) requires
that the value of the assets be included in the
decedent's gross estate.

In White, Judge Foley was well informed on
the application of the issues, especially
about the congressional intent of IRC sec
tions 2703 and 2704, because he helped
develop the associated regulations. Each of
the issues would have provided definitive
guidance on the applicability of the various
IRS's FLP attacks. Unfortunately, the IRS
conceded the case prior to trial, and taxpay
ers and their advisors were left to their own
devices to interpret the IRS's attacks and to
determine the applicability of the complex
provisions of Chapter 14 of the IRC (primarily
sections 2701, 2703, and 2704).
Since Schauerhamer, there have been
numerous other cases on the issue of
section 2036. The two newest cases are
Kimbell v. U.S., 5th Circuit, May 20, 2004
and Thompson v. U.S., 3rd Circuit, September
1, 2004.
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Kimbell involved the formation of a family
limited partnership. The partnership had an
LLC the general partner formed with $40,000
cash, 50% from the decedent and 25% from
the son and his wife. The remaining assets,
approximately $2.5 million in cash, oil, and
gas working interests, were contributed by
the decedent in return for a 99% limited part
nership interest. The decedent retained
$450,000 outside of the family limited part
nership to pay his ongoing living expenses.
In the original case, the district court stated
that section 2036 applied, which brought all
of the assets back into his estate.
The Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals reversed
that decision, stating that the key considera
tions under section 2036 were to be under
stood as a two-part test, bona fide sale (that
is, arm's-length transaction) and adequate
and full consideration. The IRS argued that it
could not be an arm's-length transaction
because the parties were related and that
the transaction could not have been made for
adequate and full consideration because of
the discounts taken.

The court disagreed:
Tax planning motives do not prevent a sale
from being bona fide if the transaction is other
wise real, actual, or genuine...there's nothing
wrong with acknowledging that the investor's
dollars acquired an LP interest at arm's-length
for full and adequate consideration and, on the
other hand, the fair market value of the asset
acquired is substantially less than the dollars
just paid - a classic informed trade-off.

Thompson involved two family limited part
nerships formed using a Fortress Financial
Plan. The decedent transferred substantially
all of his investment assets to the partner
ship. The taxpayers were able to demon
strate that there was implied agreement
between the children and the decedent that
the latter would be cared for financially. In
fact, there may have been conversations
between the family and the financial advisors
discussing the decedent's ability to use the
assets when necessary.
The Third Circuit affirmed the lower court's
decision applying section 2036, which brought
all of the assets back into the estate. I believe
that this ruling resulted from the decedent not
having had assets outside the partnership to

pay ongoing living expenses and not respect
ing the partnership as an entity.

What We Have Learned
to Do
These cases demonstrate the need to:

• Properly structure the entity by comply
ing with requirements under state law
that govern it;
• Properly document the entity formation,
its purpose, transfer of the assets, and
terms and conditions by competent legal
counsel;
• Properly document all transfers in a con
sistent manner with the partnership
agreement and state law by competent
legal counsel;
• Understand the underlying state law
and impact on the interests held or
transferred;
• Appropriately respect the entity struc
ture and operations of the separate and
distinct legal entity formed; and
• Have contemporaneously prepared valua
tions that comply with the finalized ade
quate disclosure regulations for all trans
fers and transactions. These valuations
must be prepared by a competent valua
tion professional with a substantial back
ground and understanding of the specific
issues, as well as knowledge of how the
IRS will attack the discounts under
Chapter 14 and other IRC provisions.

The cases also highlight the need for a strong
team approach in the early stages of planning
to ensure that all elements of the plan are con
sidered. Without the proper players on the
team, as well as well-documented valuation
and valuation reports, taxpayers will continue
to run the risk of losing on valuation issues.
Further, we have been put on notice of the
substantial documentation requirements in
wealth planning since the finalization of the
"adequate disclosure" regulations in December
1999.●
© 2005 Mel H. Abraham, CPA/ABV, CVA, ASA
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Revised Uniform State Trust Laws:
The Role of the Accountant
Seymour Goldberg, CPA, MBA, JD

ants are not trained in interpreting them. As a
rule of thumb, remember that these laws will
trigger adjusting entries when transfers are
made from income to principal or vice versa.

Over the last few years, most states have
enacted significant changes in their trust
laws regarding the definition of accounting
income and principal. For the most part,
these laws and rules apply both to existing
and to newly formed trusts.

•They may not know how to apply the
state trust laws;

The state trust laws are composed of two
or three of these elements: the Uniform
Principal and Income Act, as revised in 2000
(created by The National Conference of
Commissioners on Uniform State Laws, or
NCCUSL, and adapted in approximately 39
states in one form or other), the power to
adjust (part of the Uniform Principal and
Income Act, which allows a disinterested
trustee to adjust income to a beneficiary, up
or down, based on the facts and circum
stances), and the unitrust conversion (a small
minority have adapted pieces of this concept
in the Uniform Principal and Income Act,
which allocates income as a flat percentage
of the assets in a trust). See www.nccusl.org
for the full text of the Uniform Principal and
Income Act.

•They may feel that the trustee should be
responsible for interpreting the state trust
laws; and

The Uniform Principal and
Income Act

These state laws have a dramatic effect on
the rights of trust beneficiaries as well as on
the rights and liabilities of trustees.
Accountants for trustees have been placed in
a difficult position because:

•They may not know that the state trust
laws have been changed;

•They may have heard that the state trust
laws have changed, but they may not
know what the changes are;

•They may feel that the attorney for the
trustee should be responsible for the
interpretation of the state trust laws.

The problem for the accounting profession
becomes particularly acute when:

•The accountant prepares trust returns;
•The accountant is asked to examine the
trust document to determine the identity
of the income beneficiary and remainder
beneficiaries;
•The accountant represents that he or she
is knowledgeable in the trust area. Many
accounting firms represent their expertise
in firm brochures; or
•The accountant represents having a spe
cialized knowledge base in trust account
ing, which may result in the accountant
being held to a higher level of liability if
challenged on this knowledge.

Accountants may find it difficult to unerstand
these state trust laws because most account

SEYMOUR GOLDBERG is a
CPA, attorney, and senior partner at
the law firm of Goldberg & Goldberg,
PC. in Melville, New York. He has
taught many CPE/CLE courses on taxa
tion throughout the United States. Mr.

Goldberg is currently involved in con
ducting CPE/CLE courses on these
multifaceted rules in New York, New

Jersey, and Pennsylvania and a CPE
course in Connecticut. For information

about these programs, e-mail Mr.

Goldberg at info@goldbergira.com.

The Uniform Principal and Income Act pro
vides for the trustee's authority to determine
income and principal based on a number of
state law options. In a number of states, for
example, it permits the trustee to transfer an
appropriate amount from income to principal
in one or more accounting periods to reim
burse principal for periodic payments on an
obligation secured by a principal asset, sub
ject to certain limitations.

The Power to Adjust
The power to adjust allows the trustee to make
decisions each year on how much to transfer
from principal to income and vice versa based
on certain factors reflected in the state law.
The state law prohibits adjustments from being
made under certain circumstances.

The Unitrust Conversion
The unitrust conversion allows a certain
election to be made that will provide that the
income beneficiary will receive a certain
percentage of the trust assets each year

Continued on next page
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regardless of the actual income of the trust.

"

Many account
ants may not be
familiar with the

detailed state
trust law

changes in their
respective
states.

"

This election must satisfy the requirements
under the state trust law. In New York, any
trustee — including a trustee who is a benefi
ciary of a trust — is not prohibited from elect
ing the unitrust conversion. However, under
Pennsylvania law, a trustee who is a benefici
ary of a trust may not convert a trust into a
unitrust. Connecticut and New Jersey law do
not provide for a unitrust conversion. The IRS
has also issued final regulations on the defini
tion of accounting income.

Beware the Potential
for Conflicts
From my experience in speaking at various
professional seminars and conferences, I
believe that many accountants may not be

familiar with the detailed state trust law
changes in their respective states.
There may be a conflict of interest and a
potential ethics violation if the accountant
is a trustee and does the tax return for the
income beneficiary. To avoid these issues, the
accountant should fully disclose the potential
conflicts that exist between a trustee and
income beneficiary under the revised state
trust laws. The accountant should secure
written consents to continue the dual repre
sentation engagement.

If the accountant is not a trustee but does the
income tax return for both the trust and the
income beneficiary, then the accountant may
or may not have an ethics issue, depending
on the facts and circumstances. •
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